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Theories of validity

One of the ways in which language testing interfaces with applied linguistics is in the

definition and validation of the constructs that underlie language tests. When language

testers and score users interpret scores on a test, they do so by implicit or explicit

reference to the construct on which the test is based. Equally, when applied linguists

come to new understandings of the way people use language, the challenge for language

testers is to develop tests that embody those new understandings. In my contribution to

today's colloquium, I want to put forward a relatively new theory of spoken language use

in face-to-face communication which I call interactional competence and to discuss

the implications of the theory for the design and interpretation of tests of oral

communication.

The focus of interactional competence is on the structure of recurring episodes of

face-to-face interaction in context, episodes that are of social and cultural significance to

a community of speakers. Such episodes have been called interactive practices by Hall

(1995), communicative practices by Hanks (1996), and share similarities with the speech

events described by Hymes (1974). Linguistic anthropologists (e.g., University of

Hawai`i Department of Anthropology, No date) have referred to these episodes as

discursive practices, and this is the term that I will use to refer to them. A discursive

practice approach to language-in-interaction takes a view of social realities as

interactionally constructed rather than existing independently of interaction, of meanings

as negotiated through interaction rather than fixed in advance of interaction, of the

context-bound nature of discourse, and of discourse as social action.



The assessment of interactional competence in specific discursive practices is

challenging because from performance on a test of interactional competence, we wish to

infer both a behavior that is specific to a given discursive practice as well as a

characteristic of the person who takes the test. However, interactional competence is an

illuminating and useful theory for language testers because it is a theory that allows us to

make principled comparisons between one context of interaction and another.

Before I define the construct of interactional competence and discuss ways in

which to validate tests of interactional competence, it is necessary to review what kind of

relationships hold between tests results and the construct underlying a test. The general

shape of this relationship was laid out in several insightful articles by Sam Messick

(1989, 1996), and has been revisited in a recent paper by Chapelle (1998).

Chapelle distinguishes among three perspectives on construct definition: a

construct may be defined as a trait, as a behavior, or as some combination of trait and

behavior. In a trait definition of a construct, consistent performance of a person on a test

is related in a principled way to the person's knowledge and speech production processes.

That is to say, a person's consistent performance on a test is taken to be a sign of a fairly

stable configuration of knowledge and skills that the person carries around with them

and which that person can apply in all contexts. In contrast, in a definition of a construct

as a behavior, the consistent performance of a person on a test is related in a principled

way to the context in which the behavior is observed. That is to say, test performance is

assumed to say something about an individual's performance on a specific task or in a

specific context, but not on other tasks or in other contexts unless these can be shown to

be related to the task or context that was tested.



The contrast between trait and behaviorist definitions of a construct appears most

obvious when multiple-choice grammar items designed to test linguistic competence are

contrasted with open-ended performance assessments designed to test integration of

multiple skills and knowledge in the performance of a complex task. In a trait definition

of the construct of linguistic competence underlying a test composed of multiple-choice

items, a person's performance on these items is taken to indicate knowledge of grammar

that the same person can apply in all situations. On the other hand, in a behaviorist

definition of a construct such as essay writing underlying a performance test, an essay

written by an individual writer is taken to indicate the performance of the same individual

on that and other similar essay tasks. But it does not provide prima facie evidence of how

the same individual might perform on other tasks unless those tasks are related by a

theory to the essay task.

Clearly, neither trait not behaviorist definitions are satisfactory for theories of

language in use, such as communicative competence, because, as Bachman (1990, p. 84)

has emphasized, communicative language ability consists of both knowledge and "the

capacity for implementing, or executing that competence" in specific contexts of use.

For this reason, it is desirable to consider the third of Messick and Chapelle's definitions

of a construct, which they refer to as the interactionalist definition. In an interactionalist

validation of a test, a person's performance on the test is taken to indicate an underlying

trait characteristic of that person and, at the same time, the performance is also taken to

indicate the influence of the context (i.e., the task or situation) in which the performance

occurs. The interactionalist definition is, in other words, a way to have your cake and eat

it: to infer from test performance something about both a practice-specific behavior and a
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practice-independent, person-specific trait. Moreover, the interactionalist definition ofa

construct refers not only to the trait and the context, but also to some theory of how the

two interact. In Bachman's (1990) model of communicative language ability, for

example, traits interact with contexts by means of an individual's general strategic

competence, a means that is, that a person has of assessing a situation as of one kind

rather than another, of planning appropriate responses to the situation, and of executing

the plans with a sensitivity to the shifting dynamics of the context.

However, if interactionalist and behaviorist approaches to construct definition are

to allow test users to generalize from behavior in one context to another, that is, from the

context of the performance elicited in the test to other non-test contexts, then what is

needed is a theory that relates one context to another in a principled way. This is

precisely the strength of the discursive practice approach to interactional competence,

which I will outline in the second part of this paper.

Interactional competence

The theory of interactional competence seeks to explain the variation in an individual

speaker's performance from one discursive practice to another. It comprises a descriptive

framework of the socio-cultural characteristics of discursive practices and the

interactional processes by which discursive practices are co-constructed by participants.

The theory may perhaps best be understood by contrasting it with Canale and Swain's

(1980) theory of communicative competence. Communicative competence characterizes

a learner's competence in a language in terms of linguistic, pragmatic, discourse, and

strategic competence and provides a rich view of the knowledge and skills that an
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individual speaker needs to command in order to communicate accurately, appropriately,

and effectively in a second language.

The focus of communicative competence, however, is on an individual language

user in a social context; that is, the framework helps us to understand what an individual

needs to know and to do in order to communicate. Such exclusive focus on a single

individual's contribution to communication should, I believe, be problematized in view

of current research that has advanced the position that abilities, actions, and activities do

not belong to the individual but are jointly constructed by all participants (Jacoby &

Ochs, 1995).

This constructivist, practice- oriented view of interaction and competence has been

articulated by various applied linguists under different names. It was first put forward by

Kramsch (1986), who referred to it as interactional competence. Interactional

competence, as it has been developed since then, may be characterized by four features.

First, it is concerned with language used in specific discursive practices rather than on

language ability independent of context. Second, it is characterized by a focus on the co-

construction of discursive practices by all participants involved rather than on a single

person. Third, the theory describes a set of general interactional resources that

participants draw upon in specific ways in order to co-construct a discursive practice.

And fourth, the investigation of a given discursive practice consists, first, in identifying

the particular configuration of resources that form an interactional architecture of that

practice and, then, comparing the architecture of that practice with others in order to

discover what resources are local to that practice and to what extent the practice shares a

configuration of resources with other practices.



Some of the practices that have been described so far within this framework are

ITA office hours (Young, 1997), and ESL writing conferences (Nguyen, 2000). These

discursive practices are co-constructed by participants, each of whom contributes

linguistic and pragmatic resources to the practice. Among others, participants bring the

following six resources to a given practice: a knowledge of rhetorical scripts, a

knowledge of register (i.e., lexical and syntactic structures and semantic relations specific

to the practice), a knowledge of how to take turns-at-talk, a knowledge of topical

organization, a knowledge of appropriate ways of participating in the practice, and a

knowledge of the means for signaling boundaries between practices and transitions

within the practice itself. The configuration of these resources constitutes an architecture

of the practice.

Interactional resources

A few examples will show the kinds of resources that participants bring to different

practices and how the configuration of resources differs from one practice to another.

First, participants bring knowledge of what Ranney (1992) has called rhetorical scripts,

or sequences of speech acts that help to define a particular discursive practice. For

example, He (1993) has shown that students distinguish between acceptable and non-

acceptable peer reviews of their written work by whether certain obligatory acts are

present in a certain sequence in the reviews.

Second, participants may construct a practice with a specific register, by which I

mean specific lexical and syntactic structures and semantic relations that characterize the

practice. For example, in their analysis of conversations among physicians in a pediatric
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intensive-care unit, Prince, Frader, and Bosk (1982) noted a high frequency of hedging

using a word or phrase such as "I think" or "sort of whose job is to make things fuzzier.

Third, different discursive practices involve different strategies for taking turns.

Research that I and others have done on the discourse of language proficiency interviews

(LPIs) has shown that a characteristic of LPIs is an asymmetrical turn-taking system in

which the interviewer can claim a turn at any time and also has the right to allocate a turn

to the interviewee by means of questions and other turn-allocation devices. In LPIs, turns

are allocated in a very similar way to the way turn taking is managed in classrooms

(Young, 1995a; Young & Milanovic, 1992). However, this turn-taking system is very

different from turn-taking patterns in ordinary conversations among peers, where no

single individual has the exclusive right to allocate turns and there may be much

competition for the floor.

Fourth, the management of topics differs in different discursive practices. Topic

management includes preferences for certain topics over others and decisions as to who

has the right to introduce a given topic, how long a topic persists in discourse, and who

has the right to change the topic. A simple example of differences in topic management

in different discursive practices comes from a comparison of conversations between

couples in intimate relationships (Crow, 1983) and conversations in language proficiency

interviews. Crow found that the couples in his study shifted the conversational topic on

average every 48 seconds. In contrast, in certain kinds of language proficiency

interviews, Young (1995b) found that topic shifts were far less frequent: In intermediate

level interviews participants shifted turns on average every 67 seconds and in advanced

level interviews, they shifted every 84 seconds.
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Fifth, Goffman (1981), Goodwin (1990), and Philips (1972) have all drawn

attention to the different ways in which participants in a practice take roles and ratify the

roles of others. According to Goffman (1981), participation in interaction is not simply a

matter of being either a speaker or hearer; rather it is the ways in which a speaker

constructs him or herself as an animator, author, or principal of the words being spoken.

Participation patterns also refer to whether people co-present in the interaction are ratified

by the speakers as hearers or overhearers and how speakers design their talk in view of

the recipient for which it is intended. The importance of understanding the patterns of

participation in educational practice was shown by Philips (1972), who contrasted

participation structures in a Native American classroom with those in the community

beyond the school. She attributed the poor performance of Native American children in

school to their lack of familiarity with participation patterns in the school. Tarone and

Liu (1995) also demonstrated that some kinds of participation patterns that a child ESL

learner engages in encourage faster and more complete development of features of his

interlanguage than other kinds of interaction. A similar finding was reported by Shea,

(1994), who compared interactions between Japanese students studying at an American

university and four different interlocutors. Shea reported that the Japanese students

appeared more proficient in English in conversations where they had equal access to the

floor and in which they took perspectives that were congruent with those taken by their

interlocutor.

Finally, the means for signaling the boundaries of a discursive practice may differ

from one practice to another and transfer of an inappropriate boundary strategy may

result in miscommunication. For example, Hartford and Bardovi-Harlig (1992) have
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shown that the ways closings are managed in academic advising sessions between a

professor and a student differ quite markedly from the ways closings have been described

in mundane conversations by Schegloff and Sacks (1975). Hartford and Bardovi-Harlig

show that in closing academic advising sessions, it is not legitimate to reinvoke topics

that have already been dealt with during the session, whereas in closing mundane

conversations, reinvocations are used to indicate that none of the participants has any

further new topics to introduce.

Participants, then, bring to a discursive practice at least these six resources: a

knowledge of rhetorical scripts, a knowledge of register specific to the practice, a

knowledge of patterns of turn-taking, a knowledge of topical organization, a knowledge

of an appropriate participation framework, and a knowledge of the means for signaling

boundaries between practices and transitions within the practice itself.

Interactional competence, as I have described it, differs from communicative

competence in several respects. In one respect, interactional competence is a further

elaboration of second language knowledge; in other words, to discourse, pragmatic, and

strategic competence, we must now add competence in (at least) the six interactional

features that I have just described. However, in another respect, interactional competence

is fundamentally different from communicative competence. Whereas communicative

competence has been interpreted in much of the testing literature as a trait or bundle of

traits that can be assessed in an individual, interactional competence is co-constructed by

all participants in a discursive practice and is specific to that practice. That is,

interactional competence starts from the view that participants' knowledge and



interactional skills are local: They apply to a given discursive practice and either do not

apply or apply in a different configuration to different practices.

Assessing interactional competence: Challenges for validity

What are the implications of the theory of interactional competence for language testing?

Interactional competence is unlike theories of individual cognition with which language

testers are familiar (such as, for example, Skehan's (1998) theory of the relationship

between an individual's cognitive processing and the nature of the task that s/he is

performing) in that, first of all it is a theory of practice rather than a theory of what goes

on inside the mind-brain of a single individual. And second, the knowledge and skills

that are described by the theory are distributed among all participants in a discursive

practice and it thus answers directly the conundrum of modern performance assessment

that McNamara (1997) posed in the title of his article: "'Interaction' in second language

performance assessment: Whose performance?"

Interactional competence is defined as specific to a discursive practice and

distributed among all participants to the practice. If we take interactional competence as

a construct that informs our validations of performance assessment, then the meaning of

consistent performance on a test of oral communication is the response to the testing

practice by all participants in the test in Messick's and Chapelle's terms it is a

behavioral construct rather than a trait. As such, it has two very important implications

for language testing.

The first is that we must pay close attention to exactly what happens during

performance assessments so that we know exactly what configuration of interactional

resources apply to the practice of assessment. This is not the same as designing tests in
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order to elicit particular features of interaction because we know from studies of

interaction in oral tests that the practice of interaction in, say, an oral interview is very

different from the construct that the test designers intend (Johnson & Tyler, 1998).

Interactional competence invites us to view a performance assessment as a discursive

practice and, thus, to investigate the configuration of interactional resources that

participants bring to it.

The second implication of interactional competence for language testing is that it

provides us with a principled way of generalizing from performance in the discursive

practice of a performance assessment to performance in other non-test contexts.

Interactional competence is local; that is to say, a given discursive practice is

characterized by a specific configuration of interactional resources. But this does not

mean that every discursive practice is sui generis. In fact different practices may share

certain resources but show different configurations of others. For example, work that

Young (1997) has done in comparing office hours carried out by international teaching

assistants in different departments at a U.S. university has shown similar rhetorical

scripts, similar strategies for managing of turns, similar participation frameworks, and

similar ways of signaling boundaries and transitions in office hours in departments as

different as math and foreign languages. What differs from department to department is

the topical organization of the interaction and, not surprisingly, the specific lexis and

syntactic patterns that occur most frequently in the interaction.

It is therefore possible to generalize from one performance assessment to

performance in different contexts, but first we have to do the empirical work of finding
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out the interactional architecture of our performance assessment and comparing it with

the architecture of other discursive practices.

To conclude, over twenty years ago, Tarone (1979) enjoined second language

acquisition researchers to pay careful attention to the contexts in which they elicit

interlanguage data. More recently, Tarone (1998) enjoined language testers to do the

same. In this paper, I can only underline the importance of Tarone's proposal. Language

Use in context is a chameleon that changes its color from one context to another.

Interactional competence provides a way of comparing contexts and explaining the

relationship between the contexts and the color of the chameleon's skin.

References

Bachman, L. F. (1990). Fundamental considerations in language testing. New York:

Oxford University Press.

Cana le, M., & Swain, M. (1980). Theoretical bases of communicative approaches to

second language teaching and testing. Applied Linguistics, 1, 1-47.

Chapelle, C. A. (1998). Construct definition and validity inquiry in SLA research. In L.

F. Bachman & A. D. Cohen (Eds.), Interfaces between second language

acquisition and language testing research (pp. 32-70). New York: Cambridge

University Press.

Crow, B. K. (1983). Topic shifts in couples' conversations. In R. T. Craig & K. Tracy

(Eds.), Conversational coherence: Form, structure, and strategy (pp. 136-156).

Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

Goffman, E. (1981). Forms of talk. Philadelphia, PA: University of Pennsylvania Press.



Goodwin, M. H. (1990). He-said-she-said: Talk as social organization among Black

children. Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Press.

Hall, J. K. (1995). (Re)creating our worlds with words: A sociohistorical perspective of

face-to-face interaction. Applied Linguistics, 16, 206-232.

Hanks, W. F. (1996). Language and communicative practices. Boulder, CO: Westview.

Hartford, B. S., & Bardovi-Harlig, K. (1992). Closing the conversation: Evidence from

the academic advising session. Discourse Processes, 15, 93-116.

He, A. W. (1993). Language use in peer review texts. Language in Society, 22, 403-420.

Hymes, D. (1974). Foundations in sociolinguistics: An ethnographic approach.

Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press.

Jacoby, S., & Ochs, E. (1995). Co-construction: An introduction. Research on Language

and Social Interaction, 28,171-183.

Johnson, M., & Tyler, A. (1998). Re-analyzing the context of the OPI: How much does it

look like natural conversation? In R. Young & A. W. He (Eds.), Talking and

testing: Discourse approaches to the assessment of oral proficiency (pp. 27-51).

Amsterdam and Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

Kramsch, C. (1986). From language proficiency to interactional competence. The Modern

Language Journal, 70, 366-372.

McNamara, T. F. (1997). 'Interaction' in second language performance assessment:

Whose performance? Applied Linguistics, 18, 446-466.

Messick, S. (1989). Validity. In R. L. Linn (Ed.), Educational Measurement (3rd ed., pp.

13-103). New York: American Council on Education and Macmillan Publishing

Company.



Messick, S. (1996). Validity of performance assessments. In G. W. Phillips (Ed.),

Technical issues in large-scale performance assessment (pp. 1-18). Washington,

DC: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and

Improvement.

Nguyen, H. (2000). The development of interactional competence among ESL learners in

the closing of institutional talk in writing office hours. Paper submitted for

English 905, Seminar on Interactional Competence, Department of English,

University of Wisconsin-Madison.

Philips, S. U. (1972). Participant structures and communicative competence: Warm

Springs children in community and classroom. In C. B. Cazden & V. P. John &

D. Hymes (Eds.), Functions of language in the classroom (pp. 370-394). New

York: Teachers College Press.

Prince, E. F., Frader, J., & Bosk, C. (1982). On hedging in physician-physician discourse.

In R. J. Di Pietro (Ed.), Linguistics and the professions: Proceedings of the

second annual Delaware symposium on language studies (pp. 83-97). Norwood,

NJ: Ablex.

Ranney, S. (1992). Learning a new script: An exploration of sociolinguistic competence.

Applied Linguistics, 13, 25-50.

Schegloff, E. A., & Sacks, H. (1975). Opening up closings. In R. Turner (Ed.),

Ethnomethodology: Selected readings (pp. 233-264). Harmondsworth, Middlesex:

Penguin.

Shea, D. P. (1994). Perspective and production: Structuring conversational participation

across cultural borders. Pragmatics, 4, 357-389.

14

1'



Skehan, P. (1998). A cognitive approach to language learning. New York: Oxford

University Press.

Tarone, E. (1979). Inter language as chameleon. Language Learning, 29, 181-191.

Tarone, E. (1998). Research on interlanguage variation: Implications for language testing.

In L. F. Bachman & A. D. Cohen (Eds.), Interfaces between second language

acquisition and language testing research (pp. 71-111). New York: Cambridge

University Press.

Tarone, E., & Liu, G.-q. (1995). Situational context, variation, and second language

acquisition theory. In G. Cook & B. Seidlhofer (Eds.), Principle and practice in

applied linguistics: Studies in honour of H G. Widdowson (pp. 107-124). Oxford:

Oxford University Press.

University of Hawai`i Department of Anthropology. (No date). Discursive practices,

[World-wide web page]. Available:

http://www2.soc.hawaii.edu/anth/subfields/discpage.html.

Young, R. (1995a). Conversational styles in language proficiency interviews. Language

Learning, 45, 3-42.

Young, R. (1995b). Discontinuous interlanguage development and its implications for

oral proficiency rating scales. Applied Language Learning, 6, 13-26.

Young, R. (1997). Learning to talk the talk and walk the walk: The acquisition of

interactional competence in different subject specializations. Unpublished MS.

Available: http://www.wisc.edu/english/rfyoung/Talk%20the%20Talk.paper.PDF.

Young, R., & Milanovic, M. (1992). Discourse variation in oral proficiency interviews.

Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 14, 403-424.

15

17



U.S. Department of Education
Office of Educational Research and Improvement (OERI)

National Library of Education (NLE)
Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC)

REPRODUCTION RELEASE
(Specific Document)

I. DOCUMENT IDENTIFICATION:

AAAL 00

01-4 3 5 1

ERIC

Title:
1 awl/ft/a s Vadtiott14-5

Author(s):

Corporate Source: AAAL ' 00 Paper? 17 Yes No. If No, was this
presented elsewhere? 7 Yes No. Please specify.

11411- T-44. Pau EbLetA- c"., 207,0

II. REPRODUCTION RELEASE:

Publication Date:

Wa.,44 11 .211613

In order to disseminate as widely as possible timely and significant materials of interest to the educational community, documentsannounced in the
monthly abstract journal of the ERIC system, Resources in Education (RlE), are usually made available to users in microfiche, reproduced paper copy,
and electronic media, and sold through the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). Credit is given to the source of each document, and, if
reproduction release is granted, one of the following notices is affixed to the document.

If permission is granted to reproduce and disseminate the identified document, please CHECK ONE of the following three options and sign at the bottom
of the page.

The sample sticker shown below will be The sample sticker shown below will be
affixed to all Level 1 documents affixed to all Level 2A documents

PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL HAS

BEEN GRANTED BY

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)

Level 1

[Zr
Check here for Level 1 release, permitting reproduction
and dissemination in microfiche or other ERIC archival

media (e.g.. electronic) and paper copy.

Sign
here,-)
please

PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL IN

MICROFICHE, AND IN ELECTRONIC MEDIA
FOR ERIC COLLECTION SUBSCRIBERS ONLY,

HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

2A

\e
Sad

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)

Level 2A

n
Check here for Level 2A release, permitting reproduction
and dissemination in microfiche and in electronic media

for ERIC archival collection subscribers only

The sample sticker shown below will be
affixed to all Level 28 documents

PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL IN

MICROFICHE ONLY HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

2B

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)

Level 28

Check here for Level 28 release, permitting
reproduction and dissemination In microfiche only

Documents will be processed as Indicated provided reproduction quality permits.
If permission to reproduce is granted, but no box is checked, documents will be processed at Level 1.

I hereby grant to the Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC) nonexclusive permission to reproduce and disseminate this document
as indicated above. Reproductidn from the ERIC microfiche or electronic media by persons other than ERIC employeesand its system
contractors requires permission from the copyright holder. Exception is made for non-profit reproduction by libraries and other service agencies
to satisfy information needs of educators in response to discrete inquiries.

signature Printed Name/Position/Title: a t cti A,[2. b F YOU NS-C-7

P INFEssoe .11E2T OF eQq-os-o-i v 0F i-mVorKiNi
Organization/Address:

ti6A KeS / AA-Scat-0k - kiNA-0Z-4 arm

6 Pa-A. 1+a te-"sue, / 5-3 706

T") 213 Fr6.K) 263 3'D C

riti Tod tcAl js
Date: 1241

Ffft-C714F-F to -14c .-eUA
(over)



III. DOCUMENT AVAILABILITY INFORMATION (FROM NON-ERIC SOURCE):

If permission to reproduce is not granted to ERIC, or, if you wish ERIC to cite the availability of the document from another source, please
provide the following information regarding the availability of the document. (ERIC will not announce a document unless it is publicly
available, and a dependable source can be specified. Contributors should also be aware that ERIC selection criteria are significantly more
stringent for documents that cannot be made available through EDRS.)

Publisher/Distributor:

Address:

Price:

IV. REFERRAL OF ERIC TO COPYRIGHT/REPRODUCTION RIGHTS HOLDER:

If the right to grant this reproduction release is held by someone other than the addressee, please provide the appropriate name and
address:

Name:

Address:

V. WHERE TO SEND THIS FORM:

Send this form to the following ERIC Clearinghouse:

ERIC Clearinghouse on

Languages & linguistics
4646 40Th ST. NW

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20016-1859

However, if solicited by the ERIC Facility, or if making an unsolicited contribution to ERIC, return this form (and the document being
contributed) to:

ERIC Processing and Reference Facility
1100 West Street, 2nd Floor

Laurel, Maryland 20707-3598

Telephone: 301-497-4080
Toll Free: 800-799-3742

FAX: 301-953-0263
e-mall: ericfac@ineted.gov

WWW: http://encfac.piccard.csc.com

EFF-088 (Rev. 9/97)
PREVIOUS VERSIONS OF THIS FORM ARE OBSOLETE.


